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Chapter I
Introduction and
Review of the Related Literature

The hypothesis that a person's behavior and development are
intimately related to the climate of interpersonal relationships
within his family of origin has given rise to a considerable
amount of research over the past few decades.

On the conceptual

level, the family ls typically viewed as an interlocking social
system of interpersonal relationships and interactions.

Special

significance ls usually attributed to the marital relationship as
the core and psychological model for the genesis of interactional
and communicational patterns within the entire family system,
The measurement of marital interaction patterns thus constitutes
a critical objective of family life research, and the problem of
the·· researcher has been one of developing techniques appropriate
to the measurement of marital relationship variables.

One of the recent research trends ll1 this regard has involved
the direct observation and behavioral assessment of miniature
interaction situations between husbands and wives,

Methods for

the behavioral assessment of husband-wife interactions are much
indebted to a pioneer study by strodtbeck (1951) in which he
developed the "Revealed Differences Technique,"

The basic ratio-

nale of this technique is to present a husband and wife with a

2

structured stimulus situation designed to elicit differences
between the two partners.

In essence, the procedure requires

subjects who have shared experiences to make individual evaluations of these experiences and then to reconcile jointly any
differences in interpretation which may have occurred.

The

entire interaction is tape-recorded and then scored on basic
dimensions of verbal interaction.

strodtbeck suggested that this

technique "appears not only to reveal the balance of power, but
also to produce a sample of interaction in which modes and techniques of influence can be studied by methods of content and process analysis'' (p. 47.3).

Farina (1960) introduced a variation in strodtbeck's technique in order to study the parents of schizophrenic patients.
Farina's method, the "Critical Incidents Interview" (CII), was to
pose a series of structured questions involving problem situations with the child to each parent individually and then to
bring the parents together in a joint interview and have them
resolve the same critical incidents together.

His major contri-

bution was to develop quantitative methods for analyzing process
variables in the joint interview, establishing operationally
defined indices of dominance (speaking first, speaking last,
passive acceptance of solutions, total time speaking, and yielding) and conflict (frequency of simultaneous speech, duration of
simultaneous speech, interruptions,

disagreem~nts

and aggressions,

J
failure to agree, and verbal activity).

Farina did not attempt

to develop any methods of content analysis, but his operational
defipition of dominance and conflict indices was an important
step in the development of methods of process analysis.

Barger (1963) added several important refinements to Farina's
Critical Incidents Interview.
ables,

Bar~r

With regard to the process vari-·

conducted a facttor analysis of Farina's dominance

and conflict indices.

The dominance indices failed to factor in

a clearly interpretable fashion, with only the Speaks First and
Speaks Last measures producing relatively high factor loadings.
Since these two indices did not seem to represent the intent of
the original concept of dominance, Barger renamed the factor
'

Initiative, after a somewhat similar variable employed by Matarazzo, Saslow, and Guze (1956).

Five of the original conflict

indices (Frequency of Simultaneous Speech, Duration of Simultaneous Speech, Interruptions: Mother, Interruptions: Father, and
Verbal Activity) had high loadings, ;Which Barger interpreted as a
type of verbal behavioral conflict factor.

Thus, Barger's study

provided a statistical clarification of the nature of the process
variables which appear to be operative in the marital interactions
obtained through Farina's Critical Incidents Interview.

In addition, Barger's study made an important contribution to
the development of methods of content analysis.

Hoffman and

p
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Lippitt (1960) had proposed a schema of causal sequence for
classifying concepts used in family life research.

In terms of

classes of variables which become progressively more ·proximate to
the child, Hoffman and Lippitt suggested several types of variables involving the parentts: (1) parental background, (2) current
family setting, (3) family composition, (4) relationships between
parents, (5} personal characteristics of parents, (6) childoriented parental attitudes, and (7) overt parental behavior
patterns.

The purpose of Barger's study was to seek empirical

evidence of relationships among variables selected from several
of the levels elucidated by Hoffman and Lippitt.

One of the ways

in which Barger implemented the purpose of her study was to maximize the use of the available data.

Thus, Barger developed

methods for analyzing the content of verbal statements made by
parents -in the Critical Incidents Interview, scoring the parents'
- verbal responses on basic child-rearing variables such ·as orientation of control method, severity of control method, and permissiveness.

In this way, Barger assumed that she had achieved some

measure of overt parental behavior patterns toward the child.

Hetherington and Frankie (1967) attempted to refine further
the problem of content analysis by scoring the content of parents'
D

statements on a 6-point rating scale for warmth and

hostility~

Mothers and fathers were rated separately on a scale ranging
from 1--extremely warm and nurturant, concerned with and enjoys

p

s
the child as a person, understanding and empathic--to 6--marked
hostility toward the child, little sympathy or attempt to understand the child's behavior, always interprets the child's behavior in the worst light.

The Farina (1960}, Barger (1963), and Hetherington and
Frankie (1967) studies indicate that the Critical Incidents
Interview can yield data subject to methods of both content and
process analysis.

Process analysis offers the opportunity for

direct behavioral assessment of marital relationship and interaction variables, whereas content analysis has been used as a
method of gathering data concerning child-rearing variables.
Thus, the technique of having married couples interact concerning
critical incidents with their children yields data in two importa~~~ clas~es

or levels of family life variables.

In short, the direct observation of marital interaction patterns through the use of miniature situations shows considerable
promise for the study of family systems, and research in this
area is definitely on· the increase.

several studies that have

compared the relative efficacy of direct behavioral assessment
with paper-and-pencil approaches have indicated the potentially
greater sensitivity of direct observation of interactional
variables' as compared.with the use of standardized questionnaires
(Caputo, 1963; Cheek, 1964; Farina, 1960; Fisher, Boyd, Walker, &

p
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sheer, 1959).

Farina, for example, investigated conflict and dominance patterns in the parents of schizophrenics, using both the Critical
r~cidents

Interview as well as a standardized questionnaire (the

parental Attitude Research Inventory).

Farina's findings indi-

cated that the parents of schizophrenics as well as the parents of
normals gave a self-report on the questi-onnaire consistent with
the cultural stereotype of father-dominance.

Analysis of domi-

nance variables in the marital interaction situation, however,
showed a statistically significant relationship between motherdominance and poor premorbid adjustment of the schizophrenic son.
Thus, the direct observation of marital interaction patterns
through the use of a technique such as the Critical Incidents
Interview may well provide a more accurate and sensitive sample
of-,typical interaction patterns than can be obtained through the
use of conventional tests.

At the same time, the use of Farina's Critical Incidents
Interview as a structured marital interaction test is being
increasingly employed to investigate various aspects of the
Farina and his associates (Farina & Dunham,

marital relationship.

1963; Farina & Holzberg, 1967, 1968; Farina, Holzberg, & Dies,
1969) have profitably used the CII in studying the interactional
'

patterns of parents of schizophrenics.

Gassner and .Murray (1969)

7
have employed the same procedure in studying the parents of
neurotic children.

Hetherington (1965) and Hetherington and

Frankie (1967) have used the CII to investigate the relationship
between marital interaction variables and child-rearing variables,
on the one hand, and sex-typing and imitation in children.

It

would seem then that the CII as a method of behavioral assessment
of marital interaction variables is becoming an increasingly
popular research method which.can potentially lend itself to a
wide variety of situations and applications.

In this respect,

the technique itself is worthy of some critical analysis and
possible refinement.

In the CII, each parent is read 12 hypothetical problem
situations involving child behavior and asked how he would handle
each ·of.these problems if he were alone with the child.

Both

parents are then brought together and asked to arrive at a compatible solution concerning these same 12 problems.

In the.

standard procedure, no specification is made as to which parent
is involved in the handling of each of the hypothetical problems;
rather, the mother and father, respectively, respond as to how
each would handle individually all 12 situations.

The father

states how he would respond to all 12 problems, the mother states
how she would respond to alJ. 12 problems, and then the two of ·
them state how they would respond to the same problems if they
were together when the problem with the child arose.

8
It should be pointed out that in this standard procedure of
conducting the CII there is no facile method of assessing the
ext~nt

of the agreement or disagreement of the couple prior to

their entrance into the joint interview.

The question that logi-

cally arises is whether the extent of a couple's agreement or
_disagreement in the individual interviews bears any relationship
to subsequent scores obtained on marital interaction indices in
the joint interview.

For example, if the mother and father have

made differing statements in their individual interviews, is the
subsequent measurement of conflict that emerges in the joint
interview merely tapping a smoothing out of differences that have
been presented in the individual interviews?

Previous studies

with the CII have not attempted to assess the relationship
·.,

between agreement in the individual interviews and subsequent
_conflict in the joint interview.

In previous studies with the CII, then, the potential influence of prior agreement or disagreement on marital conflict
indices constitutes an unresearched variable.

The present study

attempted to refine the methodology of the CII in this respect
by providing a modification in the technique that permits analysis of this issue.

In this study, the CII was constructed in

such a way that six of the incidents refer to the father's handling of the child and,six of the incidents refer to the mother's
handling of the child.

With this modification, a self-other

p
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frame of reference is provided.

In effect, each parent is re-

quired to make six statements about himself and six predictions
about his spouse, so that with each of the incidents it is thus
possible to discover whether or not the parents have agreed with
each other.

At the same time, the provision of self and other incidents
in the

err

of data,

has the merit of providing a potentially rich source

involving.~~rceptions

of self and of the spouse, predic-

tive abilities of fathers and mothers, etc.
is able to respond to several questions.

The methodology here

Is the couple's capacity

to make accurate predictions about each other related to the ·
amount of conflict present in the interaction situation?

Is

there any relationship between mothers' capacity to predict and
fathers' capacity to predict?
action

mor~

Is conflict in the marital inter-

directly related to fathers' ability to predict or to

mothers' ability to predict?

The use of a self-other design in

the construction of the critical incidents makes it possible to
gather data concerning such relationships.

Another relevant criticism that must be leveled at studies
employing the CII involves the question of disparity of test
items or stimulus variables.

No standardized series of stimulus

'

situations has yet been developed and each researcher tends to
employ his own set of critical incidents.

Thus, an important

pt"-------------------------------------------------------------------..
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question that arises is whether the content of the test items or
stimulus incidents can in themselves produce unsuspected, and
heretofore unresearched, differences in the marital interaction
indices or child-rearing variables (i.e., the two most common
classes of response variables used in the CII).

In short, pre-

vious studies have not investigated the potentially latent influences of differences in stimulus variables.

Is it possible, for

example, that incidents involving aggressive behaviors on the part
of the child might provoke more conflict or hostility in the
parents than do incidents involving dependency behaviors by the
child?

Again, previous researches have assumed equivalence of

stimulus value of the critical incidents.

The present study addressed itself to this issue by providing
for controls in the content of the stimulus incidents or indeP~~~ent

variables.

Control of the stimulus incidents was achieved

in two ways: (1) by providing two different types of child behaviors in different incidents (aggressive behaviors and dependency
behaviors), and (2) by providing incidents that involved the mother alone as well as incidents that involved the father alone.
In this study, then, the CII involves four different categories
of stimulus variables, varying according to type of child behavior
and parent involved: (1) father-aggressive, (2) father-dependent,

(3) mother-aggres·s1ve, and (4) mother-dependent.

In this way, it

is possible to examine the relationship between type of incident

p
11
and the marital interaction indices as well as type of incident
and child-rearing variables.

-Still another issue in studies involving the CII has to do
with the relationship between

proc~ss

and content analysis.

Typically, the content of parents' verbal statements in the individual interviews is used as a method of measuring some type of
child-rearing variable, whereas process. variables in the joint
interview are used to measure various aspects of the marital
relationship and

inter~ction.

Barger (1963) explicitly attempted

to seek empirical evidence of relationships between these two
classes of variables, but Barger's is the only study in the
literature which has attempted to do so.

In this study, an

attempt has been made to develop a system of constructs for
classifying child-rearing variables in order to provide a basis

for: a clearer conceptual relationship between child-rearing postures and the standard indices used to measure marital interactions.

The purpose of this classification is to discover whether
child-rearing postures.represent similar behaviors in managing
the child as do conceptually appropriate behaviors measured in
the marital interaction.

In short, do the two respective sets of

measures make it possible to draw inferences about similarities
that may be present iri the manner that parents relate to each

12

other and to their children.
'
In summary, this study addressed itself to four basic issues

involved in the behavioral assessment of marital interaction
patterns through the use of the Critical Incidents Interview:
(1) the relationship between prior agreement and conflict in the
marital interaction; (2) the effect of type of incident in the
CII on marital interaction indices; (3) the effect of type of
incident in the CII on child-rearing postures; and (4) the relationship between child-rearing postures and marital interaction
indices.

----·--------._

~

......------------------------------------------_.;.~______
Chapter II
Method and Procedure

subjects
The subjects (Ss) of this investigation were 33 pairs of
parents of latency-aged boys (ages 8-12) who were seeking psychological services for their sons at a child guidance center.
Parents of mentally retarded or psychotic children were excluded
from the study so that

~s

consisted of parents of boys experi-

encing neurotic or behavioral adjustment problems.

Only natural

parents from intact families that had lived together continuously
except for brief absences were included in the study.

The test-

ing interviews were administered to the Ss as part of the intake
procedure of the guidance center,

Measures
The three general classes of assessment methods used in this
study were as follows: (1) marital interaction indices, developed
by Farina (1960) and factor analyzed by Barger (1963): (2) child'

rearing indices, developed by the author for this study; and (3)
agreement and prediction indices, also developed by the author
for this.study.

Marital Interaction Indices.

The marital interaction mea-

sures included indices for both marital initiative and marital

conflict.

The indices for marital initiative comprised Barger's

revision of Farina's dominance indices.

In assessing the influ-

ence of the stimulus variables (type of incident) on the marital
interaction, two indices of initiative were employed: (1) speaks
First--the number of times the mother or father, respectively,
spoke first on the 12 incidents, and (2) Speaks Last--the number
of times the mother or father, respectively, spoke last on the 12
incidents.

In assessing the relationship between the marital

interaction and child-rearing variables, three additional indices
of initiative were employed: (1) Total, Fathers--the total number
of times that the father spoke first and last on the 12 incidents;
(2) Total, Mothers--the total number of times that the mother
spoke first and last on the 12 incidents; and (3) Difference
score--the total number of times the father spolre first and last
minus the total number of times the mother spoke first and last.

--

The indices for conflict in the marital interaction comprised
Barger's revision of Farina's original conflict indices.

The

five conflict indices which indicated high factor loadings in
Barger's study were: (1) Frequency of Simultaneous Speech--the
number of times during which both parents spoke concurrently;
(2) Duration of Simultaneous Speech--the total time in seconds
during which both parents spoke concurrently; (3) Interruptions:
Mother--the number of times the mother interrupted the father in
the interview; (4) Interruptions: Father--the number of times the

15
father interrupted the mother in the interview; and (5) Verbal
Activity--the total number of seconds during which the mother and
father talked on each of the 12 incidents.

In addition to the

Barger indices, a sixth index used in correlating agreement with
conflict was Total Interruptions--the total number of times that
mother and father interrupted each other on each of the 12 incidents.

Since the list of stimulus incidents had already been organized with the purpose of controlling the influence of stimulus
variables, it was not possible to perform tests of odd-even or
split-half reliabilities.

In short, since this study was

designed to assess the influence of stimulus variables on marital
·interaction indices, both odd-even and split-half tests of relia-

bility would also reflect the influence of the stimulus variables.

Thus, only tests of score-rescore stability were per-

formed on the marital interaction indices.

A randomly selected

sample of 10 cases was chosen for a re-rating by the experimenter
after a JO day interval following the original ratings had passed.
Table 1 presents the score-rescore stabilities of the marital
interaction indices for this study and reproduces the odd-even
reliability and score-rescore stability of Barger's study for the
same indices.

,,.--

..--------------------------------------------------------------16
Table 1
Reliability and Stability of
CI! Initiative and conflict Indices

Index Name

Barger*
Odd-even
Reliability

Barger
score-re score
stability

Suran
score-res core
Stability

speaks First

.55"

1.00

1.00

Speaks Last

.30

.99

1.00

Total First and Last

.55

.99

1.00

Frequency Simultaneous
Speech

.73

.31

.54

_,,Speech

.75

.66

Interruptions: Mother

.73

.58
.56

Interruptions: Father

.76

.64

.78

Interruptions: Total

.78

.61

.70

Verbal Ac ti vi ty

.88

.99

.96

Duration Simultaneous
.62

*Taken from Patricia M. Barger, Parental dominance and conflict-relationship to personal history variables and child control
techniques, Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Northwestern
University, Evanston, Illinois, 1963, p. 21.

17
Child-rearing Measures.

The responses of parents to the

child-management situations contained in the CII have been postulated to represent three different types of postures that a
l

parent might assume in resolving a child-management issue: (1) a
parent-oriented posture (P), in which the parent responds to the
situation by asserting his own parental authority and exerting
control over the child; (2) a child-oriented posture (C), in
which the parent responds to the si tuat.ion by giving in to the
child and relinquishing control to the child; and (J) a relationship-oriented posture (R), in which the parent r.esponds to the
situation by dealing with the needs of both the parent and the
child and providing some form of mutually satisfying resolution
to a child-management issue.
-

~

Typically, the (R) response repre-

..

sents an. attempt by the parent to resolve a critical incident by
acknowledging and responding to the feelllla3 of the child.

For purposes of scoring accuracy, two types of mixed responses were also scored: (1) a "PR" response, in which a parent
basically assumes a parent-oriented posture (P) but tends to add
a relationship-oriented tactic (R); and (2) a "CR" response, in
which a parent assumes a child-oriented posture (C) but tends to
add a relationship-oriented tactic (R).

Scoring examples for all

five categories of child-rearing postures are given in Appendix
II.

18
Both the mother's and father's responses to each of the 12
critical incidents in the individual interviews were assigned one

c,

point per incident in either the P,

or R categories.

Mixed

responses (either PR or CR) were assigned half-points in the respective categories composing the response.

Thus, each parent

received a score of 12 points on the child-rearing measure,

c

divided differentially into the P,

1

and R categories respective

ly, depending upon the nature of the parent's responses.
totals for the P,

c,

Summary

and R categories were computed for each

parent individually and as a

~omposi te

s·core for the couple.

A randomly selecte4 sample of 10 cases was chosen for a rerating by the experimenter after a JO day interval had passed
following the original ratings.
the

child~rearing

The score-rescore stability for

measure was computed through the use of a

contingency coefficient and proved to be .86.

Since the stimulus

variables had been previously weighted according to content, it
was not feasible to compute odd-even or split-half reliabilities.

Agreement and Prediction Measures.

The child-rearing pos-

tures explained above .formed the basis of the agreement and prediction score.

For example, if the father gave a P response to
0

an incident in which he is involved with the child and the mother
also predicted a P response of the father on the same incident,
the couple ·would score one point on that incident toward their
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agreement score total, and the mother would score one point on her

mm prediction score total. ·By assigning a maximum of one agreement point to each of the 12 incidents, a couple was able to obtain a composite score of 12 maximum agreement points, and thus
a measure was provided for assessing the extent of their mutual
agreement or disagreement prior to the joint interview.

(In cases

where one of the parents gave a mixed response on the childrearing measures, half-points were assigned for the agreement
score.)

In the same manner, each parent was assigned an individual
prediction score based upon his ability to assess his spouse on
the six incidents for which· his spouse was responsible for managing the child.

Since 6 of the 12 incidents involved the

father's-management of the child and 6 of the 12 incidents
involved the mother's management of the child, each parent could
obtain a maximum of 6 prediction points, based upon his ability
to assess the spouse on the spouse's incidents.

In effect, the

mutual agreement score is thus a composite of the individual
prediction scores of each parent.

Procedure
The methodology of this study involved the Critical Incidents
Interview technique developed by Farina (1960).
seen individually in

Each parent was

a quiet room in the guidance center.

He was
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read 12 hypothetical problem situations involving aggressive or
dependency behaviors with his son and asked how he or his spouse
would handle these problems if either of them were alone with the
child.

The instructions for the individual interviews were as

follows:
Mr. (or Hrs.)
(name of parent), we are interested in how fathers and mothers handle certain problems
that come up ·when they have young children. I have here
some examples of common problems, and I would like to have
your ideas about what you or yo.ur spouse 1"10uld do if these
problems were to come up with
(name of child)
when you or your spouse were alone with him. I'll read
them to you one at a time and I'd like you to tell me wha
you or your spouse would do.
After each parent had completed the individual interview,
both parents were brought together and asked to arrive at a compatible solution for each of the 12 hypothetical incidents.

No

communication between parents was permitted between interviews.
The instructions for the joint interview were as follows:
.Mr. and Nrs.
(name of couple), you have told me
what you or your spouse ·would do if you were alone with
(name of child) when certain problems came up.
Now I'd like to go over the same situations ·with you
again, but this time pretend that you are both present
when the problem arises and tell me how the two of you
would handle it. Please talk about it until you arrive
at a solution that you can both agree upon, as well as
who would carry it out.
The CII was admini$tered by the same experimenter in the same
room.

The experimenter exercised great care so as not to influ-

ence the behavior of the §_s.

Verbal reinforcement was given to

all §_s only on predetermined items.

The experimenter partici-

pated minimally in the discussion and only to elicit scorable
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responses.

All interviews were tape-recorded and scored later.

The list of 12 critical incidents (see Appendix I) was composed of four classes of stimulus variables; 3 incidents involving
aggressive behaviors with the father, J incidents involving
dependency behaviors with the father, 3 incidents involving aggressive behaviors with the mother, and 3 incidents involving
dependency behaviors with the mother.

The stimulus variables were

arranged in a random fashion, but the order of presentation was

-

the same for all ss •
.

......

.
Chapter III
Results

This study addressed itself to four main areas of concern:
(1) the effect of type of incident in the CII upon the marital
interaction indices; (2) the effect of type of incident in the
CII upon the child-rearing postures of parents; (3) the relationship between prior agreement and conflict in the marital interaction; and (4) the relationship between marital interaction
indices and child-rearing postures of parents.

The results ob-

tained in each of these areas will be summarized individually.

The Effect of

~of

Interaction Indices.

Incident in the CII upon the Marital

Tables 2 and 3 present the descriptive

statistics for the marital interaction indices.

In order to

analyze the effect of the stimulus incidents on the obtained
marital interactions, a 2 X 2 X 33 analysis of variance was conducted for each of the two initiative indices and each of the
five conflict indices.

The three dimensions in the analysis of
)

variance included 2 types of child behavior (aggressive and
dependent), 2

conditio~s

of parent involved (mother and father),

and 33 pairs of subjects.

The results of the analysis of variance for the 2 initiative
factors are presented- in Tables 4 and

5.

Table 4 reveals that
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Table 2
Means and Standard Deviations
for Marital Interaction Indices
According to Type of Incident

variable

-

Father
Aggressive
Incidents

Father
Dependent
Incidents

Mother
Aggressive
Incidents

Mother
Dependent
Incidents

1.91
..• 99

1.82
1.0J

1.55
-~ .89

1.30
, .87

1.37
1.04

1.51

.BJ

1.JJ
1.06

1.61
1.01

2.70
2.54

1.79
1.82

2.JJ
2.24

2.94
2.93

§Q

6.79
7.48

4.15
4.08

5.94
6.66

7.36
7.87

Interruptions:
__ ,Mothers

M
.@

1.91
2.71

1.37
1.80

1.85
2.06

1.64
1o77

Interruptions:
Fathers

M

1.88
1.72

1.24
1.56

1.91
2.22

2.00
1.94

Verbal
Activity

M

149.64
SD 62.28

106.12
59.02

154.18
74.23

126.72
53.03

Speaks First:
Fathers

M

Speaks Last:
Fathers

M

Frequency of
Simultaneous
Speech

M

Duration of
Simultaneous
Speech

M

SD
SD
SD

SD
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Table 3
Means and Standard Deviations
for Marital Interaction Indices
for All Subjects

. Variable

-

Mean

Standard Deviation

Speaks First:
Fathers

6.58

2.64

Speaks Last:
Fathers

5.82

2.22

Frequency of
Simultaneous Speech

9.76

7.17

Duration of
Simultaneous Speech

24.24

,20.22

. !l').terruptions:
Mother

6.76

6.15

Interruptions:
--·Father

7.03

5.55

:5)8.60

179.82

verbal
Activity

?S
·Table 4
Analysis of Variance
for Type of Critical Incident
and Speaks First Scores of Fathers

-df

MS

-F

source

§§.

Behavior (B)

.92

1

.92

2.05

NS

Parent (P) ·

6.38

1

6.38

7.60

• 01

Subjects (S)

57.52

32

1.79

BX P

.18

1

.18

.29

NS

BXS

14.33

32

.49

x s

26.87

32

.84

20.07

32

.63

Total

131

p

BXPX-S
·--.:,,

p
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there is a significant main effect (£"<.•01) between the Speaks
First scores of fathers and Which parent is involved in the incident.

An inspection of the data (Table 2) indicates ·that fathers

speak first significantly more often on situations in which
fathers are involved in a child-management issue than in situations in which mothers are involved.

Since the Speaks First index

is a reciprocal measure (either father speaks first or mother
speaks first), a similar finding holds with regard to the Speaks
First scores of mothers, 1.e. mothers speak first significantly
more often on incidents involving the mother.

Thus, although the

type of child behavior (aggressive or dependent) represented in
the incident did not exert any influence on speaking first in the
joint interview, the parent involved in the incident did exert a
diffe~en~ial

Table

5

influence upon which parent initiated the discussion.

presents the results of the analysis of variance for

the Speaks Last measure.

Inspection of the results indicates

that speaking last in the CI! was not related to either the type
of child behavior or the parent involved.

Thus, "having the last

word" did not seem to be dependent upon factors built into the
stimulus ·situations.

It seems,

th~n,

differences in the

that indices of initiative are dependent on
st~mulus

incidents only insofar as a spouse

tends to initiate the interaction if he or she happened to be the
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Table 5
.Analysis of Variance
for Type of Critical Incident
and speaks Last scores· of Fathers

F

df

MS

1.48

1

1.48

2.02

NS

•. OJ

1

.03

.02

NS

40.73

32

1.27

BX P

.12

1

.12

.20

NS

BXS

23.52

32

.73

x s

44.97

32

1.41

19.88

32

~62

Total

131

source

§£

Behavior (B)
Parent (P)
subjects (S)

p
'

B X P_ XS

.
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parent involved in the incident with the child.

With the excep-

tion of this finding, the initiative indices did not appear to be
subject to the content aspects of the stimulus incidents.

The results of the analysis of variance for the five conflict
indices are presented in Tables 6 through 12.

An inspection of

Table 6 indicates that for Frequency of Simultaneous Speech there
were no significant main effects with regard either to the type
of child behavior or parent involved in the incident.

The statis-

tical interaction effect between type of child behavior and parent
involved, however, approached significance (E,< .10).

Analyzing

the data with the Duncan's New :Multiple Range Test (Table 7)
indicated that Frequency of Simultaneous Speech varied significantly only with regard to which parent was involved with dependency behaviors by the child, i.e. there was a significantly
greater frequency of simultaneous talking by the parents on
dependency situations with the mother than on dependency situations with the father.

Thus, incidents involving mothers managing

dependency provoke more conflict in the marital interaction (as
measured by Frequency of Simultaneous Speech) than do incidents
involving fathers managing dependency.

Table 8 presents the results of the analysis of variance for
Duration of Simultaneous Speech.

Although type of child behavior

appears to be unrelated to this index, there was a main effect

.
29

-Table 6
Analysis of Variance
for Type of Critical Incident
and Frequency of Simultaneous Speech

source

§.§.

df

!1§.

-F

Behavior (B)

.81

1

.81

.24

NS

Parent (P) ·

5.18

1

5.18

1.95

NS

subjects' (S)

424.57

J2

13.27

BX P

18.88

1

18.88

3.87

.10

BXS

106.19

32

3.32

p x s

84.82

J2

2.65

156.12

J2

4.88

Total

131

.B X P X -S

__________ .\
JO
Table 7
Duncan's New Multiple Range Test
for the Child Behavior X Parent Involved Interaction
on FJ:equency of Simultaneous Speech

* Any two treatment means not underscored by the same line are
significantly different (l?,< .10).
Shortest Significant Ranges:
R2 =

.923

R3 =

.973

R4 = 1.005

Jl
approaching significance (£< .10} in regard to parent involved.
Inspection of the data (Table 2) again reveals that mother incidents provoked significantly more conflict as measured by this
index than did father incidents.

At the same time, a statistical

interaction effect between child behavior and parent involved also
approached significance (E, < .10).

Duncan• s New Multiple Range

Test (Table 9) indicated that the statistical interaction here is
the same as the case with the Frequency of Simultaneous Speech
index: Duration of Simultaneous Speech varies significantly only
with regard to parent involved with dependency behaviors.

Again,

there was significantly more conflict on dependency situations
with the mother than on dependency situations with the father.
Thus, in regard to both Frequency and Duration of Simultaneous
speech, incidents involving mothers managing dependency evoked
more conflict between parents than incidents involving fathers
-managing dependency.

Tables 10 and 11 present the results of the analysis of
variance for the Interruptions of mothers and fathers, respectively.

There were no significant main effects or interactions

in either case.

Thus, interruptions by either parent as an index

of conflict in the marital interaction were unrelated to the
content aspects of the stimulus incidents in this particular
format of the CII·.

,......
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·Table 8
Analysis of Variance
for Type of Critical Incident
and Duration of Simultaneous Speech

source

SS

df

MS

F

Behavior (B)

12.12

1

12.12

.45

Parent (P)

46.10

1

46.10

3.14

.10

3372.52

32

105.39

BX P

136.02

1

136.02

3.66

.10

BX S

870.88

32

27.21

x s

469.90

32

14.69

1187.98

32

37.12

Total

131

subjects (S)

p
-,

BX P X-S

NS

JJ
Table 9
Duncan's New Multiple Range Test
for the Child Behavior X Parent Involved Interaction
on Duration of Simultaneous Speech

Parent Involved
Child Behavior

Father
Dependent

Means
Father
Dependent

4.15

Mother
Aggressive

5.94

Father
Aggressive

6.79

Mother
Dependent

7.36
Means

4.15

Mother
Aggressiv~

Father
Aggressive

Mother
Dependent

5.94

6.79

7.36

1.79

2.64.

J.21

.85

1.42

.58

4.15

.2·24

6.z2

7.,26

*

* Any two treatment means not underscored by the same line are
significantly different (£< .10).
Shortest Significant Ranges:

2.544
.R = 2.684
J
R4 = 2.772
R2. =

..
34
.Table 10
Analysis of Variance
for Type of Critical Incident
and Interruptions of Mothers

df

MS

-F

source

SS

Behavior (B}

4.73

1

4.73

2.40

NS

.37

1

.37

.13

NS

312.02

32

9.75

BX P

.92

1

.92

.21

NS

BXS

63.02

32

1.97

xs

93.38

32

2.92

125.83

32

3.93

Total

131

Parent (P)
Subjects (S}

p

B·· X P X S
-

__

.._..;;..

-·--

--·--
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Table 11
Analysis of Variance
for Type of Critical Incident
and Interruptions of Fathers

source

§.§.

df

MS

F

.E

Behavior (B)

2.45

1

.2.45

1.65

NS

Parent (P)

5.12

1

5.12

2.57

NS

254.24

32

BX P

4.36

1

7.95
4.36

1.41

NS

BXS

47.55

32

1.49

x s

6J.88

32

2.00

98.64

32

3.08

Total

131

Subjects (S)

p

B.~

PX S
-

--

-~

·- ·- - --...

•,

J6
Table 12 presents the results of the analysis of variance for
the Verbal Activity index.

It is evident that there were signifi-

cant main effects (£<"•01) for both type of child behavior and
parent involved.

Inspection of the data (Table 2) indicates that

there was significantly greater verbal activity on incidents involving child aggression than on incidents involving child dependency.

At the same time, there was significantly more verbal

activity on mother incidents than on

fa~her

incidents.

Thus,

Verbal Activity as an index of conflict in the marital interaction
seems to be clearly dependent upon the nature of the incidents
being discussed by the parents.

To summarize the results of this section, one of the two
initiative indices and three of the five conflict indices showed
some form of sensitivity to the content aspects of the stimulus
incidents.

Fathers and mothers spoke first significantly more

often on incidents involving themselves.

Mother dependency situa-

tions provoked more conflict, as measured by both Frequency and
Duration of Simultaneous Speech, than did father dependency situations.
Duration
dents.

Mother incidents in general provoked more conflict on the
~f Simultaneo~s

Speech variable than did father inci-

Child aggression provoked more verbal activity than did

child dependency, and mother incidents provoked more verbal
ac ti vi ty than did father incidents •

Thus , the findings s·ugge s ted

that marital interaction indices are very much related to the
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Table 12
Analysis of Variance
for Type of Critical Incident
and Verbal Activity

source

.§§.

df

MS

F

39,312.76

1

39,312.76

23.25

• 01

6,054.82

1

6,054.82

9,33

.01

266,779.47

32

8,336.86

BX P

2,673.00

1

2,673.00

.49

NS

BXS

54,147.24

32

1,692.10

x s

20,774.69

32

649.21

175,885.99

32

5,496.44

Total

131

Behavior (B)
Parent (P)

,.)

subjects (S)

p

BX PX
S
.. -- -- ........
-

·-
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content of the stimulus incidents to which married couples are
asked to respond,

-~

Effect of

~

Postures of Parents.

of Incident in the i l l upon Child-rearing

A second purpose of this study was to

analyze the effect of differences in stimulus incidents upon
child-rearing attitudes expressed in the individual interviews.
Again, a 2 X 2 X 33 analysis of variance was conducted for both
mothers and fathers on each of the three child-rearing postures.
The results of these analyses of variance are presented in Tables

15 through 24,

Descriptive statistics for the child-rearing pos-

tures are presented in Tables 13 and 14.

Table 15 presents the results of the analysis of variance for
the P responses of fathers.
t_h~t

Inspection of Table 15 indicates

there were significant main effects for both child behavior

and parent involved (E.<"•01) as well as a significant interaction
effect (E,< • 01).

With regard to the main effects, inspection of

the data (Table 13) indicates that fathers predicted significant
more P responses for child-aggressive behaviors than for childdependent behaviors and that fathers predicted significantly more
P responses for mothers than for fathers.

Duncan's New Nultiple

Range Test was applied to the interaction effect (Table 16), and
the findings indicated that fathers predicted significantly more
P responses for mother-aggressive situations than for any of the
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Table 13
Means and Standard Deviations
for Child-Rearing Postures
According to Type of Incident

Father
Aggressive

variable
P Responses:
Fathers

M

P Responses:
Mothers

M

c Responses:

M

SD
SD

Father
Dependent

Mother
Aggressive

Mother
Depend~nt

1.50
.78

1.24
.72

2.76
.48

1.55
.70

1.79
.75

1.30
.60

2.35
.7·6

1.27
.90

1.26
.76

.15
.43

1.08
.70

Fathers

fill

.20
.49

c Responses:

M
SD

.11
.27

1.18
.68

.12
.33

1.24
.87

1.30
.76

.50
.55

.09
.26

.38
.48

1.11
.72

.52
.43

.53
.76

.52
.53

Mothers

,.•..._

R Responses:
Fathers

M

If':Responses:
Mothers

M

SD

-SD

,....-...----------------------40

Table 14
Means and Standard Deviations
for Child-rearing Postures
for All Subjects

·variable

Mean

Standard Deviation

P Responses:
Fathers

7.05

1.79

P Responses:
Mothers

6.71

1.58

c Responses:

2.68

1.45

c Responses:

2.65

1.29

R Responses:
Fathers
--

2.27

1.38

R__R,esponses:
Mothers

2.67

1.38

Fathers

Mothers

41

Table 15
Analysis of Variance
for Type of Critical Incident
and Parent-oriented Responses of Fathers

MS

F

E.

1

17.82

46.11

.01

20. 09

1

20.09

43.21

• 01

26.42

32

.BJ

BX P

7.52

1

7.52

JJ.54

• 01

BXS

12.37

32

,39

x s

14.85

J2

.46

7.17

J2

.22

Total

131

source

SS

Behavior (B}

17.82

Parent (P)
subjects (S)

p

B__ X P X s

df

-- >·------""""'

--<--
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Table 16
Duncan's New Multiple Range Test
for the Child Behavior X Parent Involved Interaction
on Parent-oriented Responses of Fathers

.Parent Involved
Child Behavior
Means
Father
Dependent

1.24

Father
Aggressive

1.50

Mother
Dependent

1.54

Mother
Aggressive

2.76
Means

Father
Dependent

1.24

Father
Aggressive

Mother
Dependent

Mother
Aggressive

1.50

1.54

.26

.JO

1.52

.o4

1.26
1:22

1.24

1.50

1.54 *

2.76

* Any two treatment means not underscored by the same line are
significantly different (£<. 01).
Shortest Significant Ranges:

= .32
R3 = .33
R4 = .34
R2

other three stimulus categories taken separately.

Thus, fathers

predicted significantly more P responses for mother-aggressive
situations than for father-aggressive situations, significantly
more P responses for mother-aggressive situations than for fatherdependent situations, and significantly more P responses for
mother-aggressive situations than for mother-dependent situations.
In short, all the significant findings in this regard can be
attributed to the fact that fathers overwhelmingly predicted that
their wives would respond to child-aggressive situations by
assuming control of the child's behavior.

Table 17 presents the results of the analysis of variance for
the P responses of mothers.

Table 17 indicates that there was a

significant main effect with regard to child behavior (£< • 01)
and a __si~n1ficant interaction effect (£ <. 01).

Inspection of the

data °(Table 13) indicates that with regard to the main effect,
mothers predicted significantly more P responses for childaggressi ve behaviors than for child-dependent behaviors.

The

Duncan's New Multiple Range Test was applied to the interaction
effect (Table 18), and the findings indicate that mothers, like
fathers, predicted more P responses for mother-aggressive incidents than for any of the other three stimulus categories taken
separately.

Thus, the significance of the findings in regard to

the p responses

or

mothers also seem to be dramatically influ-

enced by the fact that mothers tend to see themselves responding

~r---~------------------------------~~·---4--4
Table 17
Analysis of Variance
for Type of Critical Incident
and Parent-oriented Responses of Mothers

source

§.§.

df

till.

E

~·

20.09

1

20.09

32.31

.01

2.32

1

2.32

2.83

NS

20.69

32

.65

BX P

2.88

1

2.88

9.72

• 01

BXS

19.90

32

.62

p x s

26.18

32

.82

B'X P X S

.9.50

32

.30

Total

131

Behavior (B)
Parent (P)
Subjects (S)

. - ------- .......
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Table 18
Duncan's New Multiple Range Test
for the Child Behavior X Parent Involved Interaction
on Parent-oriented Responses of Mothers

Parent Involved
Child Behavior
Means
Mother
Dependent

1.27

Father
Dependent

1.30

Father
Aggressive

1.79

Mother
Aggressive

2.35
Means

Father
Aggressive

Mother
Aggressive

Mother
Dependent

Father
Dependent

1.27

1.30

1.79

2,35

.03

. • 52

1.08

.48

1.05

.56

1.27

*

1.,20

*

1.79

2.35

Any two treatment means not underscored by the same line are
significantly different (E,<. 01).
Shortest Significant Ranges a'

= .368
R3 = .388
R4 . = .395

R2

~,..----------------------------------~---4-6to aggressive behavior in their sons in an overwhelmingly parentoriented fashion.

At the same time, the Duncan test (Table 18) indicated other
interaction effects that were also significant,

Mothers predicted

significantly more P responses for father-aggressive incidents
than for father-dependent incidents (£::::. 01) and mother-dependent
incidents (.E,c::::. 01).

In effect, the only level that mothers did

not predict differentially with regard to the P response was in
regard to mother-dependent and father-dependent incidents.

Tables 19 and 20 present the results of the analysis of
variance for the C responses of fathers and mothers, respectively.
In both cases, the only significant finding
effect in regard to child behavior,

(£<.01} was a main

Inspection of the data

- (Table 13} showed that both mothers and fathers predicted significantly more C responses for dependency behaviors than for
aggressive behaviors,

Thus, it appeared that latency-aged boys

are more apt to gain control over their parents by behaving in a
dependent rather than an aggressive manner,

Table 21 presents the results of the analysis of variance for
the R responses of fathers.

Table 21 shows that there were signi-.

ficant main effects (E.<"•01} with regard to child behavior and
parent involved as well as a significant interaction effect

.
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Table 19
Analysis of variance
for Type of Critical Incident
and Child-oriented Responses of Fathers

source

SS

df

MS

F

~

32.50

1

32.50

81.99

• 01

.43

1

.43

1.24

NS

17.35

32

.54

BX P

.15

1

.15

.59

NS

BXS

12.69

32

,40

x s

11.01

32

.34

8.28

32

,26

Total

131

Behavior (B)
Parent (P)
Subjects (S)

p

B-X PX S

48

Table 20
Analysis of variance
for Type of Critical Incident
and Child-oriented Responses of Mothers

source

§.§.

-df

MS

F

£

39.82

1

39.82

122.90

• 01

.05

1

.05

.13

NS

13.69

32

·.4J

BX P

.02

1

.02

.05

NS

B XS

10.37

32

.32

x s

11.39

32

.36

10.92

.32

.34

Total

1J1

Behavior (B)
Parent (P)
Subjects (S)

p

BX PX S
--·----·---.....

__

,.;;..
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Table 21
Analysis of Variance
for Type of Critical Incident
and Relationship-oriented Responses of Fathers

source

SS

df

~

F

E.

2.19

1

2.19

41.54

.01

Parent (P)

14.47

1

14.67

40.08

.01

Subjects (S)

15.76

32

.49

BX P

9.82

1

9.82

J2.87

• 01

B XS

1.69

32

. • 05

p x s

11.71

32

.37

9.56

32

.• JO

Total

131

Behavior (B)

BX PX S
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(£< • 01).

With regard to the main effects, inspection of the

data (Table 13) revealed that fathers predicted significantly
more R responses for child aggression than for child dependency;
at the same time, fathers predicted more R responses for themselves than for their wives.

The Duncan test was applied to the

1nt.eraction effe-a't (Table 22), and the findings indicated that
fathers predicted significantly more R responses for fatheraggressi ve incidents than for any of the other three stimulus
categories taken separately.

The Multiple Range Test further

indicated that fathers predicted more R responses for fatherdependent incidents than for mother-aggressive incidents.

With

the exception of the last finding, inspection of the data (Table

13) suggested that all of the significant findings with respect
.to the R responses of fathers can be attributed to the fact that
fathers evidently see themselves as capable of relating to
aggressive behaviors in their sons.

Table 23 presents the results of the analysis of variance
the R responses of mothers.

fo~

Table 23 shows that there were sig-

nificant main effects (£...::.. 05) with regard to both child behavior
and parent involved, as well as a significant interaction effect
The main effects here corroborated the findings with
0

respect to the P responses of fathers: mothers also predicted
more R responses for fathers than for themselves and more R responses for aggressive behaviors than for dependent behaviors.
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Table 22
Duncan's New Multiple Range Test
for the Child Behavior X Parent Involved Interaction
on Relationship-oriented Responses of Fathers

Parent Involved
Child Behavior
Means
Mother
Aggressive

.09

Mother
Dependent

.38

Father
Dependent

.50

Mother
Aggressive
.09

Mother
Dependent

Father
Dependent

Father
Aggressive

.38

• .50

1.30

.29

.41

1.21

.12

.92

.so

Father
·A.Sgressiye 1.30
Means

.02

·:28 *

.50

1.30

* Any two treatment means not underscored by the same line are
significantly different (E. <. 01). In addition, Mean 2 differs
significantly from Hean 3 at the .05 level of probability.
Shortest Significant Ranges:
R2 = .369 (I?,<. 01)

R3 = .385
R4
R2

=
=

(,E.< .01)

.396 (E. < . 01)
.27.4 (£< • 0.5)
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Table 2J
Analysis of Variance
for Type of Critical Incident
and Relationship-oriented B,esponses 'of Nothers

SS

source

df

MS

-F

I?.

Behavior (B)

J.OJ

1

J.OJ

6.74

Parent (P)

2.73

1

2.73

6.92

.05
.05

15.71

J2

.49

BXP

2.74

1

2.74

10.19

• 01

BXS

14.J9

J2

.45

p x s

12.64

J2

.40

a.59

J2

.27

Total

1J1

subjects (S)

·~

B X PX

..S
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Duncan's test was again applied to the interaction effect (Table
24), and the findings here also reduplicated the results regarding the P responses of fathers: mothers also predicted significantly more R responses for father-aggressive incidents than for
any of the other three categories of stimulus incidents taken
separately.

To summarize this section, it is very evident that the childrearing postures of parents in the CII are strongly influenced
by the content aspects of the stimulus incidents.

The major

findings can be summarized as follows: (1) both mothers and
fathers predicted significantly more P responses for motheraggressi ve incidents than for any of the other three categories
_of stimulus incidents taken separately; (2) mothers, however,
also predicted significantly more P responses for father-aggressive incidents than for either father-dependent or mother-dependent incidents; (J) both mothers and fathers predicted more c
responses for dependency behaviors than for aggressive behaviors;

(4) both fathers and mothers predicted more R responses for
father-aggressive incidents than for any of the other three categories of stimulus incidents taken separately; and (5) fathers
also predicted more R responses for father-dependent situations
than for mother-aggressive situations.

.

Table 24
Duncan's New Multiple Range Test
·for the Child Behavior X Parent Involved Interaction·
on Relationship-oriented Responses of Mothers

·parent Involved
Child Behavior
Means
Mother
Dependent

.52

Father
Dependent

.52

Mother
Aggressive

.53

Father
· Aggr~8-stve

Mother
Dependent

.52

Father
Dependent

Mother
Aggressive

Father
Aggressive

.52

.53

1.11

.oo

.01

.59

.01

.59
.58

1.11
Means

.22

*

.22

·22 *

1.11

Any two treatment means not underscored by the same line are
significantly different (£ .01}.
Shortest Significant Ranges:

R2 = .350
R3 = .365
·R4 = .375

r
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The Relationship between Prior Agreement and Conflict in the

-

Marital Interaction.

A third purpose of this study was to

analyze the relationship between the extent of mutual agreement
in the individual interviews and subsequent conflict in the
_joint interviews.
moment correlations

In order to assess this relationship, product(~s)

were computed between each couple's

agreement score and each of the six conflict indices.

These

correlations are presented in Table 25.

Table 25 indicates that there was a consistent negative correlation between prior agreement and behavioral indices of conflict.

•

Four of the six indices (Frequency of Simultaneous

Speech, Mother Interruptions, Total Interruptions, and Verbal
. Activity) were significant at .05 level, and the remaining
indices (Duration of Simultaneous Speech and Father Interrup'fI6ns) also approached statistical· significance.
ings here were clear-cut,

Thus, the find-

High mutual predictive ability (agree-

ment) correlated with low conflict in the marital interaction,
and low mutual predictive ability correlated with high conflict
in the marital interaction.

In short, a couple's mutual capacity

to predict each other'·s behavior correlated negatively with the
amount of conflict demonstrated in the interaction interview,

A further question that arose in this regard concerned the
extent to which prenictive ability is shared mutually by a

r
Table 25
Correlations between Agreement
scores and Conflict Indices

conflict Indices

·-

Agreement Scores
r

E.

Duration of Simultaneous
Speech

-.26

.• 10

Frequency of Simultaneous
Speech

-.33

.~5

Interruptions:
Mother

-.JJ

.05

Interruptions:
Father

-.23

.15

Interruptions:
Total-

-.31

.05

-.39

.025

.Y:~+bal

Activity
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couple.

In other words, do mothers' ability to predict the

behavior of their husbands correlate with fathers' ability to
predict the behavior of their wives?

The correlation oetween

mothers' predictions scores and fathers' predictions scores
proved to be -.04, indicating that these respective abilities
bore no consistent relationship with each other.

.

Since these

two sets of data appeared to be unrelated, it seemed logical to
analyze the relationship between conflict in the marital interaction and the respective prediction
mothers.

scores of fathers and

The question under consideration here, of course, was

whether marital conflict correlated more highly with the predictive abilities of husbands or wives.

In order to analyze this issue, the agreement score was
divided into its component parts, i.e. the. prediction score of
the father and the prediction score of the mother.

Product-

moment correlations were computed for the fathers' prediction
scores and the six

~onflict

indices as well as the mothers'

predictions scores a.1.1d the six conflict indices.

Table 26 pre-

sents these correlations and the significance of the difference
between the

corre~ations.

The findings are again clear-cut.

With the exception of the

Verbal Activity index, all of the conflict indices showed a significant negative correlation with the fathers' prediction

score~

Table 26
Correlations between Conflict Indices
and Prediction Scores of Fathers and Mothers

Fathers'
Prediction
Scores

-r

E

Duration of
Simultaneous Speech

-.32

.05

Frequency of
Simultaneous Speech

-.34

Interruptions:
Mothers

Mothers'
Prediction
Scores

r

Significance of
Difference
Between
Correlations

E

E

-.04

NS

.12

.05

-.11

NS

.16

-.41

.02

-.04

NS

.05

Fathers~

-.46

• 01

-.15

NS

.oa

Interruptions:
Total

-.32

.05

-.10

NS

.18

Verbal·
Activity

-.21

.15

-.JO

.05

.35

Interruptions:
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whereas the conflict indices appeared to be unrelated to the
mothers' prediction scores.

These findings suggested that the

father's ability to predfct the mother's behavior is ·a crucial
factor influencing conflict in the marital interaction.· When the
father is able to assess and predict the mother accurately,
little conflict is demonstrated in the marital interaction; at
the same time, when the father is unable to predict the mother
~ccurately,

interaction.

there is a high incidence of conflict in the marital
Furthermore, the mother's ability to assess and

predict the father's behavior does not seem to be related to conflict in the interaction.

The Relationship between Child-rearing Postures and Marital
Interaction Indices..

A fourth purpose of this study was to

investigate the relationship between child-rearing postures and
various marital interaction indices.

This study specifically

addressed itself to the task of developing a system of constructs
for classifying child-rearing tendencies that would provide a
basis for a clearer conceptual relationship between child-rearing
indices and marital interaction indices typically used in the
CII.

The intent here was to discover potential similarities or

dissimilarities that might be present between the manner in
0

which a parent manages a child and the manner in which a parent
relates to his or her spouse.
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In order to investigate relationships between child-rearing
postures and marital interaction factors, each of the three
child-rearing postures was correlated with a series of marital
interaction indices that appeared to represent conceptually
similar types of behavior.

For example, the P response has been

hypothesized to represent an attempt to.assert control in managing critical incidents with the child.

Therefore, product-moment

correlations were computed between the P responses of mothers·
and fathers and a series of marital interaction indices that also
appear to represent attempts at controlling the marital interaction (Speaks First, Speaks Last, Speaks First + Speaks Last,
and Interruptions).

The total P responses of the father on the

six father incidents and the total P responses of the mother on
the six mother incidents have been summated and correlated with
each of the aforementioned marital interaction measures.

In addi-

tion, the total P responses of the couple were summated and correlated with the Total Interruptions of the couple.

These

correlations are presented in Table 27.

Table 27 reveals that with the fathers, three of the four
correlations were posi.ti ve, whereas with the mothers three of the
four correlations were negative.

In each case, however, only one

of the correlations was significant.

There was a significant

positive correlation (r=.J8, £<•05) between the P responses of
fathers and fathers' interruptions, indicating a statistically
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Table 27
Correlations between Parent-oriented Responses (P)
and Marital Interaction Indices

Total P of Fathers
on 6 Fa Incidents
r
Speaks First Total:
Fathers

-.17

r

.£

.05

Speaks~Last

Total:

Fathers

.02

.38

• 02

.OJ

NS

-.19

NS

-.15

NS

NS

Speaks First +
Speaks Last Total:
Mothers
Interruptions:
Fathers

-.42
NS

Speaks Last Total:
Mothers
Speaks First +

.05

Interruptions:
Mothers

Total P
Mothers and Fathers
r
Interruptions:
Total

£

NS

Speaks First Total:
Mothers
Speaks Last Total:
Fathers

Total P of .Mothers
on 6 Mo Incidents

.17

£

NS
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significant relationship between a father's tendency to assert
control in a child-management situation and his tendency to control the marital interaction by interrupting his wife.
also a statistically significant negative correlation

There was

Ci:= -.42,

£<::•02) between the P responses of mothers and mothers• Speaks

First totals, indicating an inverse relationship between a
mother's tendency to assert control in a child-management

situa~

tion and her tendency to control the marital interaction by
initiating the discussion.

Although the findings in this regard

were not clear-cut, the trend of the correlations suggested a
positive relationship between a father's tendency to assert control over his son and wife but a negative relationship between a
mother's tendency to assert control over her son and husband.

The C response has been hypothesized to represent a surrender
of·'·control to the child.

Again, the issue in question was

whether the C response represents a similar behavior in managing
the child as failure to assert control in the marital interaction.
Therefore, the C responses of the mothers and fathers were summated in the same manner as the P response and correlated with
the same measures in tne marital interaction.

These correlations

are presented in Table 28.

Table 28 indicates that in the case of the fathers, three of
the four correlations were negative, although only the Speaks
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Table 28
Correlations between Child-oriented Responses (C)
and Marital Interaction Indices

Total C of Fathers
on 6 Fa Incidents

Speaks First Total:
Fathers

r

r

.E.

-.33

.05

Speaks First Total:
Mothers
Speaks Last Total:
Fathers

.OJ

--

.E.

.02

NS

.10

NS

•OJ

NS

-.02

NS

NS

Speaks Last Total:
--:_Mothers
.

Total c· of Mothers
on 6 No Incidents

-·~

Speaks First +
Speaks Last Total:
--Fathers

-.14

NS.

Speaks First +
Speaks Last Total:
Mothers
Interruptions:
Fathers

-.2J

NS

Interruptions:
Mothers

.

Total C
Mothers and Fathers

Interruptions:
Total

r

.E.

-.29

.05
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First total was statistically significant (!:_= -.JJ,

.E.~.

05).

Thus, the evidence indicates a moderate but statistically signific~nt

negative relationship between a father's tendency to

relinquish control to his son and his attempt to initiate discussion in tllre marital interaction.

At the same time, the trend of

the correlations suggested that fathers who tend to relinquish
control to their sons are not very controlling vis-a-vis their
wives.

Table 28 also indicates that the C responses of mothers

were unrelated to control aspects of the marital interaction.
Nevertheless, there was a
relation

(~=

.

statistical~y

significant negative cor-

-.29, .E_c::::.05) between a couple's total C responses
/

and their total interruptions, suggesting that couples who tend
to surrender control to their sons do not tend to interrupt each
· olhe:r .. ill. their mutual interaction.
_.,_,.;;..

The R response has been postulated to represent an attempt to
provide some form of mutual resolution to a child-management
situation.

In order to test the relationship between the R

response and aspects of the marital interaction, it was hypothesized that the R response is a relatively balanced and
effective interpersonal method of relating to a child and that
consequently the R response correlates with constructive management of the marital interaction, such as low conflict and mutuality of initiative.

~herefore,

the R totals of fathers and

mothers on their own respective incidents were sum.mated and
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correlated with the five conflict indices and with an initiative
difference index (fathers' Speaks First+ Speaks Last total minus
mothers' Speaks First + Speaks Last total).
are presented in Table 29.

These correlations

Table 29 indicates that none of the

correlations was significant.

Thus, the R response did not indi-

.cate any consistent relationship with the marital interaction
indices.

To summarize the results of this section, the findings suggested that fathers who were controlling toward their sons were
also controlling toward their wives and that fathers who tended
to relinquish control to their sons also tended to relinquish
control to their wives.

Thus, in regard to controlling a rela-

tionship, fathers tend to behave toward their sons and their
- wives in a similar manner.

Although the evidence is somewhat

ambiguous, it seems that the opposite is true with regard to
mothers: if a mother tended to react to a critical incident with
her son in a controlling fashion, she showed less tendency to
assume control of the marital interaction.

At the same time, a

couple's ability to give relationship-oriented responses to their
son did not correlate with their ability to avoid conflict in
the marital interaction.
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Table 29
Correlations between Relationship-oriented Responses (R)
and Marital Interaction Indices
Total Rr
Mothers and Fathers
r

Frequency of
Simultaneous Speech

-.05

NS

Duration of
Simultaneous Speech

-.10

NS

Interruptions:
Mothers

.01

NS

Interruptions:
Fathers

-.OJ

NS

verbal
Activity

-.04

NS

Mother-father Difference
in Initiative Total

-.09

NS

Chapter IV
Discussion and summary

Since all results of a specific nature have been commented
upon to some extent at the point of their presentation, this
discussion will focus upon issues of a more general nature as
well as suggestions for further research.

Sex Differences.

Although this study was not specifically

designed to investigate sex differences, the self-other frame of
reference employed in the stimulus incidents readily lends itself
to a consideration of husband-wife and mother-father differences,
A number of interesting findings did emerge.

With respect to

the stimulus variables, it was apparent that mother incidents
tended to provoke significantly more conflict in the marital
interaction than did father incidents.

With regard to the child-

rearing variables, both mothers and fathers tended to view
mothers as more controlling and coercive of the problematic son
than fathers as well as less capable of a relationship orientation toward the problematic son than fathers,

Thus, the findings in both of these areas tend to suggest a
less favorable view of the mother than of the father, and it
would seem that this view is in need of some clarification and
int~rpretation.

It is quite possible that such findings may be
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attributed to a sample bias in the sense that all of the Ss in
this study were parents of latency aged boys who had been referred
to a child guidance center because of adjustment difficulties.
If the study had included parents of latency-aged girls, it is
~ossible

that similar findings might have been obtained regarding

the fathers of problematic girls.

Although this issue is in need

of further research, a study published after the present investigation had already been undertaken lends support to the importance of cross-sex, parent-child variables in evaluating motherfather differences.

Gassner and Murray (1969) studied dominance and conflict patterns in the parents of normal and neurotic boys and girls, ages
6~through

16.

The results clearly indicated that neurotic boys
.

tend to come from maternally dominated homes and that neurotic
girls tend to come from paternally dominated homes.

Significant

differences between the parents of neurotics and normals were obtained, however, only when conflict patterns were taken into
account.

The authors concluded that marital conflict and cross-

sex parental dominance interact to produce a serious condition
for the child.

If the. child is drawn into the marital conflict

and is the same sex of the dominant parent, he can follow the
lead of the dominant parent.in resolving the conflict without any
consequent sex-role problem; on the other hand, if the child is
the opposite sex of the dominant parent, he cannot follow that
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parent's resolution of the conflict without also entering into a
sex-role conflict.

In short, Gassner and Murray's study suggests

caut.ion in interpreting the findings of this study, which included
only the parents of problematic boys.

rt is quite possible that

some of the mother-father findings discussed above may be due to
cross-sex, parent-child variables.

Thus, it must be acknowledged

that other factors might influence obtained differences between
mothers and fathers in responding to issues concerning a problematic son.

Another interesting finding in this regard has to do with the
relationship between marital interaction factors and child-rearing tendencies.

It was noted with respect to the issue of asser-

· tion anQ.relinquishing of control that fathers tended to behave
toward their sons and their wives in a similar manner.

Fathers

who tended to assert control over their sons in critical incidents also tended to assert control over their wives in the
marital interaction, and fathers who tended to relinquish control
to their sons also tended to relinquish control to their wives.
Mothers, on the other hand, tended to behave in a more ambiguous
fashion.

If a mother tended to react to a critical incident with

her son in a coercive fashion, she

~lso

tended to be more passive

and less controlling in the marital interaction, and vice versa.
The inverse

relation~hip

between these two sets of behaviors in

mothers may suggest that when a mother is able to assert herself
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in the marital relationship she need not be so coercive in her
management of her son,

on the other hand, when a mother finds

her attempt to assert initiative in her relationship with her
husband frustrated, she· compensates by becoming more controlling
in her management of her son,

Still another interesting finding in this respect concerns
the relationship between prior agreement and prediction and subsequent conflict in the marital interaction.

This study has

demonstrated that conflict is inversely related to prior agreement, and that it is the father's ability to predict the mother's
behavior that appears to be a primary factor influencing conflict
in the marital interaction.

In a recent review of the literature

on marital conflict, Barry (1970) concluded that it is the emotionEtl -s'"tability of the husband that is the crucial determinant
in_,, the control of conflict.

The importance of personality

strength and emotional stability in the husband is explained by
Barry as a function of a wife's need for security and support
during the difficult period of transition to being
mother.

a wife

and

The more stable the husband's personality, the more

capable he is of being emotionally supportive of his wife and
thus the less likely is the emergence of severe and destructive
conflict.

Although Barry reviewed the research having to do

primarily with new marriages, the present investigation tends to
support the conclusions advanced by Barry's review of the
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literature.

The present investigation studied older marriages

and found that the more capable husbands are of assessing accurately their wives' behavior, the less conflict is present in
their marital interaction.

Thus, as a marriage progresses, per-

sonality variables involving interpersonal assessment techniques
by the husband may emerge as the critical variables in the control of conflictual interaction.

When such interpersonal assess-

ment potential is not possessed by the husband, it is quite possible that he is insensitive to his wife's feelings and needs
and that more conflictual interaction.patterns tend to develop.

~

Methodologl of the Critical Incidents Interview.

It has

already been pointed out that one of the problems in the direct,
behavio:i::..al assessment of marital interaction patterns has been
the lack of a standardized testing procedure.

Although Farina's

err technique was an important step toward
standardization, different studies employing the err have tended

development of the

to use a variety of test items or stimulus incidents, a fact
which restricts comparison of test results.

The present study

was designed to investigate the influence of stimulus variables
in order to determine whether the stimulus incidents in

themse~ves

can produce unsuspected difference& in the response variables.

The findings in this matter strongly suggest the need for
standardization of test items or critical incidents.

The method
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of assessing child-rearing variables employed in this study indicated an overwhelming dependence upon the content of the stimulus
incidents.

Similar findings also obtained with regard to the

marital interaction indices, with both initiative and conflict
indices indicating some dependence _upon the content of the stimulus incidents.

Although only the Speaks First, Frequency and

Duration of Simultaneous Speech, and Verbal Activity indices
demonstrated sensi ti vi ty to the content. of the stimulus lncidents,
it should be pointed out that this study was quite restricted in
its categorization of

~timulus

variables.

It is not unreasonable

to suspect that had different classes of stimulus

i~cidents

been

represented the remainder of the marital interaction indices
might also have demonstrated some dependence upon the content of
the stimulus variables.
.

The significant finding of this study

-·~-·-

.

concerning the methodology of the CII is that what is being
discussed by the couple (content of incident) can influence the
manner and mode by which it is discussed (indices of interaction).

Thus, it is apparent from this study that future research
with the CII must provide for the influence of stimulus variables.
It is also evident that the classification of stimulus incidents
(especially the use of self and other incidents) can provide a
potentially fruitful source of data.

In this regard, it is well

to consider possible refinements in the

err.
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One of the difficulties with this method of research is that
it is very much a laborious and time consuming process.

Two

individual interviews and a joint interview for each couple must
be tape-recorded, transcribed, and scored, and numerous scoring
difficulties are encountered in attempting to quantify the content of open-ended responses,
inves~1gated

A question that is worthy of being

is the possibility of substituting a questionnaire

for the individual interviews.

It would seem much more economi-

cal to pres-ent the stimulus incidents to each member of the
marriage in the form of a questionnaire with a variety of multiple choice responses.

The couple could then be invited to

interact concerning the responses they have made,

The use of a

questionnaire might tend to reduce the range and spontaneity of
· possibl~ responses, but it would also eliminate the problem of
_ how to score responses.

At the same time, the use of .a question-

naire would facilitate the use of a wide variety of stimulus
incidents.

In conclusion, Farina's CII technique continues to offer
much promise for the analysis of marital interaction patterns.
And yet, ·a severe limitation of this t.echnique is its total
emphasis on verbal interactions.

Keen observers of human rela-

tionships are well aware that communication is multi-faceted and
that there is much

t~at

goes on behind the surface of words,

The use of tape-recordings has been an important

adjun~t

to
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marital interaction research, and it seems that adequate scoring
indices have been developed to quantify verbal data.
advent of videotape

equipm~nt,

With the

it is quite possible that similar

indices can be developed for non-verbal behaviors, thus yielda more complete analysis of interaction patterns.

Even with the

use of videotape equipment, however, it will still be necessary
to develop standardized interview procedures, and the CII technique offers much promise in this respect.

"'
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summary
The present study addressed itself to several issues in the
behavioral assessment of marital interaction patterns through the
use of Farina's Critical Incidents.Interview.

These issues were

as follows: (1) the effect of stimulus variables on marital
interaction indices, (2) the effect of stimulus variables on
child-rearing postures, (J) the relationship between prior agreement and conflict, and (4) the relationship between marital
interaction indices and child-rearing postures •.

The Ss for this study were JJ pairs of parents of latencyaged boys who were seeking services for their sons at a child
·guidance center.
..

Ss were limited to parents of boys who were

.

experiencing neurotic or behavioral adjustment problems, and
only natural parents from intact families were included.

The

CII was administered to the parents as part of the intake procedure at the guidance center.

In this study, the CII included

four classes of stimulus variables: father-aggressive incidents,
father-dependency incidents, mother-aggressive incidents, and
mother-dependency incidents.

The measures included Barger's

revision of Farina's marital interaction indices, a system for
classifying chil4-rearing postures developed especially

~or

this

study, and an agreeme?t-prediction score developed especially
for this study.
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Four of the seven marital interaction indices. showed some
dependence upon the content of the stimulus variables.

Both

fathers and mothers, respectively, spoke first s.igniflcantly more
often on incidents involving themselves •. Mother-dependency incidents provoked more conflict, as measured by both Frequency and
Duration of Simultaneous Speech, than did father-dependency
dents.

inci~

Mother incidents in general provoked more conflict on

Duration of Simultaneous Speech and Verbal Activity than did
father incidents.

Child aggression also provoked more Verbal

Activity than did child dependency.

The author interpreted these

findings as suggesting a need for standardization of test items
in the CII.

The system developed to measure child-rearing postures also
indicated the influence of the stimulus variables.

The findings

here suggested that both mothers and fathers tended to view
mothers as more controlling and coercive of the problematic son
than fathers and that mothers are less capable of a relationship
orientation toward the problematic son than are fathers.

It was also found that prior agreement was inversely correlated with conflict in the marital interaction.

When the

agreement score was analyzed into the respective prediction scores
of fathers and mothers, it was found that marital conflict showed
,

a significant negative correlation with the fathers' prediction
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scores, whereas marital conflict was unrelated to the prediction
scores of mothers.

These findings suggested that the father's

ability to assess accurately the behavior of the mother is a crucial factor influencing conflict.

The author interpreted this

finding, in the light of previous research, to indicate that when
the husband is sensitive to his wife's feelings and needs, less.
conflictual interaction patterns tend to develop.

With respect to the relationship between marital interaction
factors and child-rearing tendencies, it was found that fathers
tended to behave toward their wives and sons in a similar manner:
fathers who were controlling of their wives were also controlling
of their sons, and fathers who tended to avoid control of their
wives also tended to avoid control of their sons.

Mothers, on the

other hand, behaved in a more ambiguous fashion: mothers who were
coercive toward their sons tended to be passive toward their husbands, and vice versa.

A psychodynamic interpretation was ad-

vanced to explain this finding,

several general impressions which derived from the specific
results were discussed,

A difficulty·was noted concerning the

interpretation of mother-father differences in a study that did·
not ihclude parents of problematic girls.

Suggestions were also

made for economizing.and improving the CII technique of studying
marital interaction patterns.
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Appendix I
List of Critical Incidents
The following 12 incidents constituted the stimulus variables
in this experiment.

The list of critical incidents is here pre-

sented as though it were being read to the father; appropriate
adjustments in the wording were made when the list was read to
the mother.

Each incident is classified (in parentheses) accorq-

ing to the nature of the stimulus content.

1.

You have brought home from the office some important

paper work which you must finish before you can go to bed.
you are working at your desk,

to

pest~r

As

(name of child) continues

you for help with his own homework.

What do you do?

(Dependency behavior with father).
2.

comes home from school and asks his mother if he

can go ·out. and play.

She says that he must stay in and finish

the homework he did not turn in the previous day.
yelling and tries to strike her with his fist.
mother do?

3.

What does his

(Aggressive behavior with mother).
has just returned home from a neighborhood foot-

ball game in which he has played very poorly.
how the game

----begins

we~t,

throws the football down shouting,

"Aw 1 shut up; you don't care anyhow I"
behavior with father).·

When you ask him

What do you do?

(!\ggressi ve

.82

4.

You are sitting in the living room chatting with an old

friend who will only be in town for a few hours.

keeps

begging and pulling on you to come outside and play catch, constantly interrupting your conversation.

What do you do?

{De-·

·pendency behavior with father) •

5.

You have refused to give

---- money

to go to the

movies with some of the other boys in the neighborhood.

He be-

gins crying, loses. his temper, and tries to kick you in the
shins.

WhatAdo you do?

6.

(Aggressive behavior with father).

insists that his mother accompany him to school

each day.

She says that he should be a big boy and go to school

by himself.

says that if his mother will not walk him

to school, he'll just stay home with her.
'

do?

What does his mother

(Dependency behavior with mother .• )

7.

to a hockey game.

You have promised to take

on

the evening of the game, you are detained at work and arrive home
to the game.

too late to take

---- begins

When you walk in the door,

crying and calling you names,

What do you do?

(Aggressive behavior with father).
8.

Mother has prepared an elaborate steak dinner.
.

.

sits down at the table,
wants a hamburger.

says that he hates steak and

He refuses to eat, calls his mother a bad

name, and says that she never cooks what he likes,
mother do?

·9·

As she

(Aggress~ve

What does his

behavior with mother).

You are out bike-riding with

----

Everytime you
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begin to pull a few yards ahead of him,

---~

and shouting, "Daddy, don't leave met"

What do you do?

begins crying
(Depend-

ency behavior with father).
10.
bored.

It is late on a rainy afternoon and - - - - is very .
His mother is busy writing an important letter that must

.

be in the mail before supper time, when for the twenty-ninth time
- - - - a s k s her to come and play with him.
mother do?

What does his

(Dependency behavior with mother).

11,

is playing quietly in another room with another

boy his age.
and commotion.

suddenly his mother hears a great deal of shouting
When she enters the room, she sees

ing up on the other boy,

---- beat-

When she tells him to stop,

calls her an old witch and tells her to mind her own business.
What doe.s his mother do?
12.

.Mother has taken

have his teeth checked,

(Aggressive behavior with mother).

---- to

the dentist's office to

They are sitting in the waiting room

when the dentist comes in and says that he is now ready to see

----·
with me."
mother).

---- begins

crying and saying, "Mommy, please come

What does his mother do?

(Dependency behavior with
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Appendix II
scoring Examples for
Child-rearing Neasures
The responses of each parent to each of the critical incidents in the individual interviews were scored according to type
of child-rearing posture.

Each response received one of five

possible scores: (1) P or parent-oriented response, (2) c or
child-oriented response, (3) R or relationship-oriented response,

(4) PR or parent-oriented response with an added relationship
tactic, or (5) CR or child-oriented posture with an added relationship_

tactic.

Scoring examples are given below for each type

of critical incident.
··--···---....,

Incident 1--dependency behavior with the father:
(P)

"I'd be very aggravated and tell him not to bother me."

(P)

"An honest answer?

His father would tell him to do his

own homework."
(C)

"I would definitely help him with his homework."

(R)

"His father would be concerned.

He would tell him that

sometimes. things are difficult but that we must keep trying to do
our best."
(PR)

"If my own work was important, I don't think I'd inter-

rupt it.

I'd finish-my own work, but I'd tell. him to keep trying

until I could make time for him.

I wouldn't want to hurt his

85
feelings or have him think I didn't care."
(CR}

"I have to admit, my husband is very patient in situa-

tions like this.
~elp

More so than I am.

His father would stop and

him with his homework and would talk to him about school and

find out if everything were going alright."

Incident 2--aggressi ve behavio.r with mother:
(P}

"MY wife would slap him right in the mouth for that."

(P)

"Well, he's never tried to hit·me, but if he did he

would be severely punished,"
(C}

"He's never tried to strike me with his fist, but he'll

yell at me and eventually I give in."
(R)

"If he wer·e ever to become that upset, I would know that

something was seriously wrong.

I would sit him down and talk to

him and find out what was troubling him."
(PR}

"She'd smack him and send him to his room.

Later on,

she'd probably try to find out what was bugging him."
(CR)

"If he got that angry, I'd just let him go outside,

When he calmed down, I'd try to reason with him."

Incident J--aggressive behavior with father:
"He'd be sent to his room until he could learn some

(P}

manners.

II

(C}

"I'd promise to take him to the next game, "

(R)

"I Id tell him that I did care.

I'd know that he'd be
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feeling poorly about losing.

I'd talk to him about sportsmanship

and losing."
··(PR)

"His father would punish him for talking like that.

But he would be concerned about what went wrong in the game."
(CR)

No CR responses were given to this incident.

Incident 6--dependency behavior with mother:
(P)

"No, I wouldn't stand for that.

I'd pack him up and

send him to school by himself."
(C)

"I'd go with him if he wanted me to go.·"

(R)

"If he wouldn't go to school by himself it would have to

be because of some kind of fear of something.

She would have to

talk to him to find out what was frightening him."
(PR)"
f:;_qJ1ool.

"She would have to stick by her guns and send him on to
Otherwise he'd have her wrapped around his finger.

But

she'd find out what was bothering him."
(CR)

"She would probably go the first or second day and talk

to him about it, see if there were some reason for him to be
frightened."
(CR)

"I know that if it's a new school they're frightened,

so I would go with him to let him know we care and wouldn't want
anything to happend to him."
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